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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES 
October 30, 1975 Volume VII, No.6 
--Special Session--
Response to Draft Master Plan, Phase IV 
Meetings of the Academic Senate are open to members of the University community. 
Persons attending the meetings may participate in discussion with the consent of 
the Senate. 
Persons desiring to bring items to the attention of the Senate may do so by 
contacting any member of the Senate. 
- 1.- _~._ _ _ ~. ~ _ - _ 
) 
Academic Senate Minutes 
October 30, 1975 Volume VII, ~o. 6 
Call to Order 
Chairperson Quane called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. in Stevenson 401. 
Roll Call 
The Secretary called the roll, and a quorum was declared to be present. 
ACTION ITEM: 
1. Response to Draft Master Plan, Phase IV 
Chairperson Quane explained that the meeting had been called to discuss and 
take action upon the response which the committee had drafted. The members 
of the committee were G. Alan Hickrod, 'Charles Hicklin, Gail Holmberg, Laurance 
Quane, and Normand Madore. r'lr. Quane stated that the committee had tried to 
incorporate those ideas suggested at the previous Senate meeting and those 
things suggested at the public hearing. Mr. Quane made a series of editorial 
changes: 
page 1 , 1 ine 1 : insert lion October 30, 1975" after "University" 
page 2, line 11: delete "distasteful"; insert "inappropriate" 
page 3, line 24: delete "at other institutions"; insert ""Jithin 
the state" 
page 3, line 28: delete the last five words 
page 4, line 25: delete "callous or careless" 
page 5, lines 2-3: delete "committed a massive bureaucratic blunder"; 
insert "erred" 
Mr. Quane stated that the task for the Senate tonight was to discuss this 
VII, 41 response and then take some kind of action on it. A motion (Tarrant, Henry) 
was made to commend the committee for a wonderful job and to urge them to 
continue on with the job, and to approve the document. Mr. Quane asked 
t1r. Tarrant to clarify what he meant by "continue on". Mr. Tarrant said 
the committee should work to get these changes into the Master Plan. 
Mr. Reitan noted that this was the Academic Senate response. He asked in 
what way the administration was responding. President Budig said that the 
Board will be meeting in Champaign to hear institutional responses. He 
stated that he would take a brief statement which will endorse the concepts 
of the Academic Senate statement. President Budig said that he would take 
the Senate statement and would ask that it be read into the record. 
Mr. Madore stated that he would be discussing this document at the meeting 
of the Faculty Advisory Committee to the BHE on Friday. 
President Budig stated that on Wednesday he had a budget hearing with the 
BHE staff. After the hearing he had a chance to discuss the Doctor of Arts 
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in English degree with the staff. He reported that he also had some 
conversation with them on the Master Plan. He stated that he was 
reasonably sure that the BHE would accept some significant amendments 
and some significant changes in the mission statement. 
I~r. Young stated his assumption that one of the reasons the staff of the 
BHE has been referred to in the document is that this is the staff draft. 
In light of this, he suggested calling it the "draft" i·laster Plan on page 
one, 1 i ne two. 
Mr. Wilson stated that the committee had done a commendable job. He 
suggested several editorial changes: 
page 1, 1 ine 8: insert "rapi d" before "growth" 
page 3, last line: insert "primarily" in place of "totally" 
page 5, 1 ine 25: insert "perceived" before "teacher" 
Mr. Wilson also suggested a revision concerning the State Universities 
Retirement System: "However, it seems fiscally irresponsible to recom-
mend that the system be funded at only the approximate yearly payout re-
quirement." Mr. Hil son stated that it seems to him that they have to 
recognize that if more money isn't channeled into retirement system fund-
ing, there will be a real fiscal crisis. The suggested change was not 
accepted. 
Mr. Gordon suggested a change on page 11, line 20: change "insult" to 
"denigrate" and strike the last thirteen words. It was suggested that 
"denigrate" be changed to "ignore". ~~r. Hicklin said he would like to 
keep the staff slightly on the hook. He said the staff were to investi-
gate alternate delivery systems. r,lr. Cohen said he would agree with 
Mr. Gordon's suggestion. He said we have already called attention to 
the item and don't want to attack the staff personally. It was agreed 
to accept Mr. Gordon's change. 
Mr. McCarthy communicated a suggested change from Mr. Hickrod regarding 
review of graduate programs. The change was to add: "Nevertheless, ISU 
stands ready to justify its doctoral programs anytime, any place." The 
change was not accepted. 
~r. Reitan commented that he felt it was well stated that Master Plan IV 
needed a much more positive emphasis. He thought that our response should 
also have a positi ve emphasis. He said that a lot of the effect of MP IV 
will depend on how it is seen by the institution. We cannot allow it to 
be a prescription for stagnation. Whatever it has in it, we must be pos-
itive and must find ways to do new, innovative things. He stated that our 
own response should have a positive note, and not just be a response to 
what we regard as threats. We should indicate that we are going to stay 
innovative and vigorous in our approach to learning. President Budig 
stated that he felt he could build into his statement the concerns ex-
pressed by Dr. Reitan. The motion to approve the committee document as 
revised was approved. 
Adjournment 
A motion (Corrigan, Madore) to adjourn passed. The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 
For the Academic Senate, 
Robert D. Young, Secretary 
Date :October 30 1 
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Mmster A 41 X 
Banks A 42 X 
Bernard i A 
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Smith A 
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Sullivan p 
Tarrant P I I 
Upton P 
Van de Voort p 
Widby P 
Wilson P 
"orkman A 
'founa P 
HOlmberq p 
Gamsky A 
Horner P I 
,Morn s A 
Budig P 1 
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The Academic Senate of Illinois State University on October 30. 1975 
approved the followi ng response to the draft Master Plan for Postsecondary 
Education in Illinois. 
The Master Plan has been perceived as an attempt by the Board staff 
to provide for the orderly transition of higher education in Illinois from 
a period of relatively unbridled student and resources growth towards a 
position of stability and decline. It is obvious that higher education is 
no longer i n a period of rapid growth. However, that should not be taken 
to mean that positive directions are no longer possible. 
The most widespread dissatisfaction with this document is that it 
looks more like a policy manual than a philosophical planning document. 
This is even more evident when this document is compared to former Master 
Plans whose styles were much more positive. The relationsh ip of the pres-
ent plan to previous Master Plans is not clear. One of the areas in which 
some non-clarity exists is the applicability of directives of previous 
Master Plans, especially Master Plan Phase III. The question we are forced 
to ask is: liDo the charges and directions of previous plans relate to us 
now, or are we to assume that they are repudiated by the present document?" 
There seems to be a degree of discontinuity between the previous Master 
Plan, especi ally in the positions taken on the areas of public service, 
graduate educat ion, research, continuing education and cooperative pro-
grams . Are the thrusts undertaken by the University in these areas under 
the guidance of t1P III to be reversed or at least markedly altered by the 
present document? There is a lack of rationale for the rapid departure 
from the thrust of MP III. Continuity is needed in the planning process 
and between plans. Program development requires a long promul gation period 
and does not adjus t to rapid reversal in planning objectives. Instead of 
providing direction, the present document appears to be a listi ng of "thou 
shalt nots ". Besides this negative tone, the document seems to be attempt-
ing to remove much campus autonomy with regard to programs. The implicit 
assumpti on seems to be that financial factors dictate programmatic and cur-
ricular directions as opposed to state and student needs determining direc-
tion. We find this assumption inappropriate. 
The important area of affirmative action has received much attention 
and this section is written in an excellent manner. There does seem to 
be one omission, probably just an oversight, with regard to the affirma-
tive action statement. The position taken by the staff regarding the health 
professions seems to be missing ~he encouragement for women and minorities 
to enter these non-traditional, professional careers. 
The miss ion statement for Illinois State University as presented in 
the present document is unacce~table to the University. The draft state-
ment does not provide medningful directives to the University for fulfilling 
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i t s responsibilities and meeting higher education needs in Illinois. It 
is far different from the draft institutional mission statement formulated 
cooperatively over a period of time and which was previously publi shed 
(October 1,1974). We suggest that the mission statement read as follows: 
III inoi s State Uni versity should conti nue its major thrusts 
as an undergraduate and master's degree institution with selected 
doctoral programs and with strong emphasis on the discovery and 
transmission of knowledge. The University should continue to 
distinguish itself as a state and national leader in the art, 
science, and content of education at all levels. In keeping 
with this mission, the University should maintain its existing 
strong liberal arts and professional progra~s in its attempt t o 
develop a national reputation as a center of excellence in pub-
lic higher education. 
At the master's level, Illinois State University may develop 
a limited number of new programs based upon its undergraduate 
offerings. At the doctoral level, the University should plan 
on developing only those programs for which there is a compel-
ling statewide need, which do not duplicate existing programs, 
and for which the institution can provide resources through in-
ternal reallocation. 
As a corollary, the limitations upon program expansion in the areas 
of allied health, agriculture, architecture and engineering shoul d be 
parts of general program statements applicable to all institutions rather 
than repeated in each institutional mission statement. The notion of 
review of doctoral programs as stated in the staff draft for ISU i s dif-
ficult to understand. The record of Illinois State University in program 
formulation and review is well known -- all of our programs have come be-
fore the Board (some during this fiscal year) and have been approved before 
commencing operation. Indeed, perhaps the review of doctoral programs 
should start with those programs within the State which have been i n 
operation without approval by the Goard. It is also difficult to under-
stand why over the years the staff has been so adamant against graduate 
programs in agriculture at ISU and \vhy no rationale has been offered fo r 
such opposition. 
Students playa significant role in education. If the purpose of 
higher education is the education of students, the most serious omission 
of this document is the lack of consideration of students' needs and in-
terests. The only discussion of students refers to enrollment numbers, 
financial aid dollars and affirmative action quotas. Programs are not 
discussed in relation to their relevance or quality but rather in relation 
to costs. Since the University is primarily involved with the education of 
students and through them service to the State, it seems appropriate that 
the Master Plan of the state reflect an adequate student perspective. 
Several specific items need attention and modification in our view. 
The items and suggestions for revision follovi. 
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Productivity Increases. It is difficult to fault the concept of 
productivity increases as an abstract concept or even within the con-
text of the draft Master Plan for Postsecondary Education, since the 
tenor of th is document is at best pessimistic! Higher productivity is 
described in the document as mainly achieved through increasing the 
student-to-facu1ty ratios and it is this definition that raises serious 
questions. Previous planning documents have clearly established a high 
priority for the qualitative dimensions of programs . The absence of 
visible concern for the effect of higher student-to-teacher ratios upon 
the quality of instructional delivery and the lack of recognition that 
instructional effectiveness cannot be unilaterally fitted to a single 
criterion, reduce the qualitative thrusts of earlier plans to mere 
rhetoric. 
Given adequate logistical support for innovating instructional de-
livery systems, either from newly allocated or re-a11ocated funds, se-
lected programs could increase instructional productivity while maintain-
ing high qualitative performance. However, to assUlae that IIreallocationll 
is withou t costs or significance is to evade reality. Resources realloca-
tion plans must consider the impact of the reductions on total university 
mission and the comprehensiveness of that mis sion. Personnel relocation 
and re-training should also be vital components of any resources realloca-
tion planning. 
However, the manner in which the staff document equates productivity 
with increased class size or increased teaching load cannot be left un-
touched or unanswered. In failing to suggest even the most elementary 
guidelines in this area, the staff has erred in that they suggest that 
all faculties must increase their loads equally. This suggestion in face 
of staff evidence of widespread differences in present faculty load at 
various inst i tutions unites faculty, administrators and systems against 
the common enemy, the lIHE staff, in a situation in which differences and 
distinctions properly made would have divided the ranks between the pres-
ently productive and the yet to be productive . 
Teacher Education. Illinois State University, the first public uni-
versity established in Illinois, has always had a leadership role in meet-
ing the teacher education needs of the State, a role which is not recognized 
in the draft of the Master Plan. Specifically, we suggest the addit ion of 
a recommendation (on p. 59, logically following recommendation 82) stated: 
Illinois State University has the major responsibility within 
the State for educational activities and research associated 
with teacher education and educational administration. 
Further, recommendation 83 (p. 60) should be worded to read: IIBased upon 
an anal ysis of the current supply of teachers versus employment opportunities, 
qua l ity control should be exercised both through high certification standards 
:nd limitation of levels of total enrollment in teacher education programs 
throug llout the State in both public and private sectors.1I Perhaps the most 
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viable method of limiting the supply of teachers lies in the methods of 
certification at the state level. 
While it would seem logical in a time of perceived teacher oversupply 
to limit teacher education programs , nevertheless, logic must give way to 
the facts. The facts are that the certification process determines the 
supply of teachers. Last year 45% of the new teachers certified in Illinois 
and going into the job market gained that certification by transcript eval-
uation and were not graduates of an approved teacher education program. 
Unless restrictions are imposed on certification procedures any restrictions 
on approved programs will simply result in teachers less well prepared. In-
deed the post bachelor transcript certification route is becoming more popu-
lar because of declining job opportunities by persons heretofore not planning 
a teaching career. Many of these persons have obtained job promises through 
political connections with local boards or hope to do so. Indeed political 
pressure is building up to reinstate the provisional certificate in order 
to accommodate non-certified personnel on the job while arranging minimum 
statutory teacher certificates by transcript evaluation. In the meanwhile, 
thousands of qualified, well-trained graduates of approved programs go with-
out teaching jobs. 
A recent study of the number of teachers prepared in Illinois public 
institutions 1971-76 submitted to the B~IE Task Force on Teacher Education 
shows a 50% reduction during this period. The situation is being dealt with 
by the students' choices and the institutions. Since the BHE staff persists 
in recommending blanket reductions without consideration of either the pro-
blems of certification or the past reductions, it must be concluded that 
the staff desires some or all of the following consequences: 
1. Reduction in the quality of training of teachers. 
2. A preference for the training of teachers at private institut ions. 
3. Maintaining enrollment in those institutions that cater to stu-
dents seeking certification outside of approved programs. 
4. Deny ing vocational cho i ces to students enrolled in Illinois 
Universiti es. 
Tuition. Illinois State University supports the recommendat ions con-
cerning tuition recently presented to the Board of Regents by its study 
committee on student finances. The institution also supports regular 
evaluation of tuition charges in the context of the current situation 
as against adoption of any arbitrary tuition formula. Concerning the 
draft Master Plan, we note: 
1. The absence of any compelling rationale to support the recom-
mendation that tuition be set at a level of one-third of under-
graduate instructional costs and the effect of such a policy 
upon extending equal educational opportunity to all qualified 
citizens of the State. 
2. The absence of any analysis on the effects of increasing non-
resident tuition fees upon the quality of educational programs 
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available to Illinois residents, possible reciprocity by 
other states, or even exploration of "conlnon market" tuition 
agreements with other states. 
3. The absence of a compelling rationale to support a differen-
tial tuition rate for graduate students, both in-state and , 
out-of-state, without regard to the impact that graduates 
have on the State of Illinois after they have completed their 
educational programs. Such increases would severely hurt if 
not destroy gradua te and foreign exchange programs at univer-
sities such as ISU which do not have the majority of their 
graduate and foreign students on tuition waivers. Such a 
policy ~/ou1d result in provincial universities which would 
severely affect the diversity of the educational experience. 
Further, we would suggest that the staff recommendation be changed to read: 
"Tuition charges for both undergraduate and graduate students should be 
reviewed periodically but should rernain as low as possible to encourage 
equality of access to the public universities. 1I 
Research and Public Service. With regard to public service and 
research, the assumption that general revenue funds will be limi ted to 
"seed moneyll is certainly debatable. If the benefits of this research 
accrue to the taxpayers of Illinois then the cost of this research should 
at least in part be met by the taxpayers. Put another way, if the "users" 
of the research are legislators, officials in state agencies, members of 
the executive branch, etc., then these research costs should be paid out 
of general revenue funds. 
There is an implication in the manuscript that if the "users" are 
of the type described above, they should carry out this research them-
selves and that this type of research activity should not occur on uni-
versity campuses. If this implication were made explicit and if it were 
rigidly enforced, it would end one of the more important roles of colleges 
and universities in the United States. In this country, as opposed to 
some western European countries and even some Commonwealth countri es, 
research relating to public policy questions and public affairs has always 
been carried out independently in the universities based upon data supplied 
by the executive branch of government. In other countries research rela ting 
to public policy matters has been restricted to the official governmental 
ministries. Even those who operate in the other tradition believe that 
the American practice of having universities conduct independent research 
on public policy matters is one of the strengths of the American higher 
education system. In many respects it supplements investigatory report-
ing in the independent press. We doubt very much if the Board wishes to 
take any action which would diminish this function in Illinois universities, 
and yet that might be the outcome of the downgrading of research and public 
service suggested by the Master Plan. 
With regard to the recommendations concerning off-campus instruction 
(64 and 65, p. 57), we do not perceive these as practical. Considerable 
) 
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bureaucratic regulation will eventually result from recommendations of 
this nature. Indeed, the off-campus instruction provided by institutions 
should not be unnecessarily overlapping, but to attempt to regulate this 
from the Board level would seem impractical. Instead, it would appear 
that some policy guidelines should be formulated jointly by institutional, 
system and Board staff representatives. These guidelines should be struc-
tured to reduce the possibility of duplication of off-campus instruction. 
However, strict market areas surrounding the college or university should 
be avoided in favor of market areas based upon the ability to supply qual-
ity course and program offerings. 
Caution is also needed with regard to the user fee concept as it 
relates to public service activities. While a broad program of public 
service would be a valuable undertaking, the University realizes that 
these activities are often of a local nature and the costs therefore should 
be borne, for the most part, by the users. However, we feel that the Uni-
versity must participate in public service activities in order to serve 
and enrich the community in which it finds itself. While the application 
of a user fee concept to the quasi-commercial enterprises, entertainment 
activities and certain other services offered by universities may be jus-
tified, the blanket application of user fees for all public services or 
non-tuition related educational activities goes too far in restricting the 
priorities and missions of higher education in Illinois. 
Governance. One recommendation regarding governance is objectionable. 
Illinois State University feels strongly that the representatives of the 
governing systems should retain their voting privileges in order that the 
valuable experience which they can bring to the Board will have appropriate 
impact. It would seem to be misleading for the BHE to claim that this is 
a comprehensive planning document when the Board's full complement isn't 
even mentioned. Illinois State University supports continued student input 
to the BHE in the form of a student member. 
Steady State Fundin.9... The concept of II steady state II funding is not 
well defined in the manllscript. It might mean that the postsecondary 
system expects, somehow, to halt the decline in the proportion of state 
appropriations going to the posts (;condary level that has occurred for the 
last several years in Ill'inois. This action, however, would require a very 
aggressive defense of the postsecondary share of the state budget against 
the rival claims of both the noneducational sector (welfare, health, trans-
portation, etc.) and also against the claims of the K-12 jurisdiction. 
There is little in the present manuscript to suggest that such a defense 
will be attempted. To the contrary, the general tone is not that of a 
strong advocacy document at all, and suggests rather that the postsecondary 
system is content to 1 ive with r/hatever scraps from the state budgetary 
table will be left by the noneducational public services and by the rival jurisdictions within the education sector itself. 
In times past, the higher education community received funds which 
allowed it to provide a variety of experiences and services. It appears 
from this document that the flmding level for higher education will be 
frozen, in effect. Illinois State University views this as unfortunate 
in three respects: 
/ 
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1. It would be hoped that the Board would assume a stronger 
role in obtaining funds, at least as active and aggressive 
as the K-12 public school effort. 
2. It should be noted that some new program monies will be 
needed because it will be necessary to devise new programs 
in order to meet the rapidly changing social conditions and 
student concerns. To have to automatically eliminate a via-
hle program through reallocation to meet a newer societal 
demand seems inappropriate. 
3. The State Universities Retirement System has been underfunded 
for a number of years. Some observers feel that the system 
will soon become dysfunctional. It is recognized that full 
funding must be a developing action and that it can not be 
done in a year or two. However, it se~lS reasonable to recom-
mend that the system must be funded beyond the "approximate 
yea rly payout requi rements". 
Tr.e enrollment projections seem well done and while this is a far from 
exact science they are probably as good as we are apt to get. One assump-
tion, however, relative to these projected enrollments is troublesome. It 
was assumed that the public versus private shares of the projected enroll-
ments wou ld remain what that balance currently is now. This may occur, 
but it does fly in the face of evidence that the private share has been 
declining and the public share increasing with the passage of time. It 
might have been closer to the mark to predict a continued increase in the 
public share of enrollments but at a less rapid rate than in the past. 
If the shift of enroll ments from the private to the public continues then 
the public enrollments have been underestimated in this document and "steady 
state" funding will be even more inadequate than described. One suspects 
that the views of some concerning what "ought" to be the public/private 
balance may have gotten tangled here with what "will likely" be that 
balance. 
Alternate Delivery Systems. The need to control the expensive develop-
ment of educational television stations and broadcasting capability on col-
lege and university campuses is acknowledged. Steps to use the resources 
of the State at the universities are a necessity. However, since the only 
"system" dealt with under the title of alternate del ivery systems is educa-
tional television, the title should be changed to reflect this fact. To do 
otherwise is to ignore those schools which have true alternate delivery 
systems. 
In conclusion, it is hoped that the Master Plan will be revised to 
reflect a positive tone. The mission and scope statements should provide 
insight into the directions and goals of the universities rather than im-
posing specific constraints, such as the limiting of offerings in specific 
areas, since this does not insure academic productivity or preclude in-
efficiencies. The drafting of any plan of this importance and magnitude 
is an extremely di fficult undertaking and the work of the staff, while 
debated , is appreci ated. 
